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Attacking ‘Social Science, 
Rickover a Good One Himself 

A SENATE hearing on so- 
cial science research sup- 
ported by the Department of 
Defense would not be ex-. 
peoted to make lively read- 
ing. However, when the 
chief witness is Adm. 
Hyman G. Rickover, some 
salty prose is more likely to 
be in the offing. 
’ His testimlony at Sen. Ful- 

bright’s invita4ion before 
the Foreign Re!lations Com- 
mittee, delivered May 28 
and just published, fulfills 
every expectation. One sus- 
pects it -may have needled 
censoring, but less for mili- 
tary secnrhy #than for dcety 
of expression. 

Adm. Rickover doesn’t 
mince words. H.e blasts so- 
cid science from stem to 
stern, n-&de the Defense 
Department and out. The 
worst monstrosity of sooiaal 
scienoe, in ‘his mind, is Sec- 
retary McNamara’s legacy 
of cost-effectiveness. 

“1.t is a classic& example 
of the ‘tendency of so&al sci- 
ence research to come up 
wi’th axioms that lead to er- 
roneous cancluslons,” he 
says. “Such axioms bave d- 
ready done enormous dam- 
educa4ivn. 

“We are coming to suspeot 
age in the field of Amlerican 
tba4 they are undermining 
the administration of justice 
in our country. I hope your 
commi~btee will ,manage to 
keep them out of the con- 
duct of Ame&an foreign re- 
lations. I have almost given 

up hope that they can be 
eliminated from the control 
of mi,litary affairs.” 

PLAINLY, the Admiral’s 
grievances wiith systems 
analysis, ‘and therefore cost- 
effeotiveness ‘and “social1 sci- 
ence,” stem from his long 
drawn out quarrels with the 
DOD about his program for 
nuclear submarines. Just 
whtat other axioms are 
wrong is no4 spelled out; his 
complainti may be validly 
directed egamst incompe- 
tent science, not 4he whole 
dlsciuline. After all. 4he 
most- ‘articulalte spokesman 
for the Oceanic System of 
strategic deterrence is the 
economist and father of 
game-theory, Oskar Morgen- 
stern. Like any otther deci- 
sion making tool, cost effec- 
tivelnes will make homn- 
dous r&takes if spurious 
value judgments are fed in- 
to it. 

Social science is, however, 
damned by Rickover on the 
fundamsn4al ‘argument that 
“you cannot predict wh,at 
people will do.” I hope that 
*the Admiral is wrong about 
this. We have an overwhelm- 
ing stake in verifying at 
least one pre&ctbn about 
human behavior: 4h’at our 
adversaries, no matter how 
angry, till be deberred from 
strategic attacks on us by 
their -fear of retaliation 
from Adm. Rickover’s sub- 
m~armes . 

Our instruments for esti- 

malting humaa responses are 
full of imperfections, by the 
standards of practical utihty 
as well as the label “soci~al 
science,” and we had better 
keep a tempered skepticism 
about them. But we a!lso h’ad 
better develop them a1.s best 
we can. 

ACTUALLY, Adm. Rick- 
over has earned whart he 
might regard ,a;~ an insulting 
epithet: his tesimony shows 
him to be a very reputable 
so&l scientist himself. To 
try b discredit 4he bhink- 
tankers and their imputed 
3ogrollmg in recommend&n~g 
each other’s research proj- 
ects, be *advocates a system- 
atic colleotion of infwrma- 
tion about the leading con 
Itractors, comuEtan4s end ad- 
visers, moluding their his- 
(tory of assoeiatian with one 
another land with the GOV- 
ernment. 

“Then when you get ,a re- 
s e a T c h recommendation 
from a panel, it should be 
easy to ascerttin whether 
the recommendation may 
have been motivated by 
self-interest,” he says. 

Such a study would be 
fairly typioal social science 
methxiology, whatever else 
the Admiral prefers to oall 
it. It is also vulnerable to 
many of his own eritioisms, 
for patriotism and technical 
competence, as well as self- 
interest, may bind people 4o 
a comman cause. 
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